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No comments 

- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 

- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 

- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-1  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-2  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

As stated in the Revised Draft PEIR at page ES-4, the Project’s objectives 
are: “Furthering achievement of the coequal goals and the eight ‘inherent’ 
objectives, in a manner that (1) furthers the statewide policy to reduce 
reliance on the Delta in meeting the state’s future water supply needs 
through regional self-reliance, (2) is consistent with specific statutory 
content requirements for the Delta Plan, (3) is implementable in a 
comprehensive, concurrent, and interrelated fashion, and (4) is 
accomplished as rapidly as realistically possible without jeopardizing 
ultimate success.” These objectives reflect the priorities and goals that the 
Legislature set for the Delta Plan and the Delta Stewardship Council in the 
Delta Reform Act, including the coequal goals (Public Resources Code § 
29702(a), the objectives inherent in those goals (Water Code § 85020), 
and the statewide policy to reduce reliance on the delta (Water Code § 
85021). 

The Delta Plan encourages the SWRCB to complete the updated Bay-
Delta Water Quality Control Plan flow objectives. However, only the 
SWRCB has authority to set those objectives. The Delta Plan and the EIR 
therefore cannot project what those objectives will be. The Delta Plan and 
the sources it cites (including especially the SWRCB’s 2010 Flow Criteria 
Report) explains that the flow objectives that best advance the coequal 
goals will be those that bring about more natural functional flows within 
and out of the Delta. See Delta Plan, pp. 136 to 142, 155, and sources cited 
therein. The EIR thus assumes, consistent with CEQA, that the SWRCB 
will adopt updated objectives that will advance such a flow regime. The 
general assumption of a more natural flow regime is sufficient for the 
EIR’s programmatic approach. The impacts of the flow objectives are 
analyzed in greater, quantitative detail, in the SWRCB’s Public Draft 
Substitute Environmental Document in Support of Potential Changes to 
the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay-
Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta Estuary: San Joaquin River Flows and 
Southern Delta Water Quality (December 2012). See Master Response 5 
for further discussion. 

Response to comment OR97-3  
Please see responses to comment OR97-2 and OR97-7.  



The Final Draft Delta Plan, which was analyzed in the Recirculated Draft PEIR, 
includes performance measures to help gauge the Plan’s furtherance of the coequal 
goals. For example, the performance measures for A More Reliable Water Supply 
for California are found in Final Draft Delta Plan Chapter 3, page 117. Final Draft 
Delta Plan Chapter 2, Delta Plan, covers Science and Adaptive Management on 
pages 42 to 45. Recommendation G R1 on page 61 concerns development by the 
Delta Stewardship Council’s Science Program of a Delta Science Plan.  

Social and economic impacts are not effects on the environment under CEQA, and 
are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131). Please 
refer to Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

No comments 

- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-4  
The range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR is a reasonable range of 
alternatives based on thorough consideration of public input and the 
requirements of CEQA, all as described in Subsections 2.3.1.4 through 
2.3.1.6 of the DEIR. An additional alternative, the Revised Project, was 
analyzed in the RDEIR. Please refer to Master Response 3. 

Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding program-level environmental 
review. The policies and recommendations in Chapter 4 of the Delta Plan 
encourage projects to protect, restore, and enhance the Delta ecosystem. 
As described in Section 2B of the Draft Program EIR, the Delta 
Stewardship Council does not propose or contemplate directly authorizing 
any physical activities, including but not limited to construction or 
operation of infrastructure. Rather, through the Delta Plan, the Delta 
Stewardship Council seeks to influence the actions, activities, and/or 
projects of other agencies, the details of which would be under the 
jurisdiction and authority of the agencies that will propose them in the 
future and conduct future environmental review. To the extent known, 
projects that may be encouraged by the Delta Plan are named in the EIR. 
In addition, types of projects that may be encouraged by the Delta Plan are 
identified. Accordingly, in the absence of specific proposed physical 
projects, this EIR makes a good faith effort to disclose the potentially 
significant environmental effects of the types of projects that may be 
encouraged by the Delta Plan and to identify program-level mitigation 
measures. Impacts on each of the potentially affected resources areas are 
analyzed at a program level in Sections 3 through 21 of this EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-5  
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR97-6  
Please refer to Master Response 2. As described in Section 2B of the Draft 
Program EIR, the Delta Stewardship Council does not propose or 
contemplate directly authorizing any physical activities, including but not 
limited to construction or operation of infrastructure. Rather, through the 
Delta Plan, the Delta Stewardship Council seeks to influence the actions, 
activities, and/or projects of other agencies, the details of which would be 
under the jurisdiction and authority of the agencies that will propose them 
in the future and conduct future environmental review. To the extent 
known, projects that may be encouraged by the Delta Plan are named in 
the EIR. In addition, types of projects that may be encouraged by the Delta 
Plan are identified. Accordingly, in the absence of specific proposed 
physical projects, this EIR makes a good faith effort to disclose the 
potentially significant environmental effects of the types of projects that 
may be encouraged by the Delta Plan and to identify program-level 
mitigation measures. Impacts on each of the potentially affected resources 
areas are analyzed at a program level in Sections 3 through 21 of this EIR. 

Response to comment OR97-7  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Compliance with the public trust doctrine is required by the Delta Reform 
Act, as recognized in Water Code sections 85022(c)(3) and 85032(h). 
Please see DEIR Sections 2A, 2B and 3. The Final Staff Draft Delta Plan 
discusses the public trust doctrine throughout, particularly at pages 81 
through 83. The EIR analyzes the Delta Plan’s impacts on all relevant 
public trust resources, including water resources (Section 3), fisheries 
(Section 4), recreation (Section 18), and navigation (Section 24). 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-8  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-7. The environmental setting 
(baseline) for the analysis in this EIR consists of the existing conditions at 
the time of the publication of the Notice of Preparation of this EIR in 
December 2010, which is the normal CEQA environmental baseline 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15125(a). Sections 3 through 21 and 
Appendix D of the DPEIR describe the existing environmental and 
regulatory conditions relevant to the resource under discussion, including 
declining conditions in the Delta, such as deteriorating water quality in 
Section 4.3.2.1, Factors Affecting the Delta Ecosystem. The 
Environmental Setting and Regulatory Framework for the DPEIR are 
unchanged in the RDPEIR. The environmental setting for Section 3, Water 
Resources, includes the criteria of SWRCB Decision 1641 and the current 
biological opinions issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
National Marine Fisheries Service. 

Response to comment OR97-9  
Alternative 2 was informed by comments to the Delta Stewardship 
Council from several environmental interest groups and does not represent 
one specific proposal. Alternative 2 included the assumption that water 
users located in the area outside of the Delta that use Delta water would 
replace the loss of Delta exports with water use efficiency and 
conservation actions, water transfers, and development of local and 
regional water supplies including recycled water, groundwater treatment, 
ocean desalination, and/or local storage facilities. Alternative 2 reduces 
reliance on Delta water supplies compared to the Delta Plan. However, 
reduced reliance on Delta water supplies could increase the need for 
implementation of new and/or expanded local and regional water supplies 
to serve agricultural and municipal and industrial water users in the San 
Joaquin Valley, San Francisco Bay Area, Central Coast, and Southern 
California areas. Alternative 2 would place more emphasis than the Delta 
Plan on development of water quality objectives and Total Maximum 
Daily Loads, which could result in an increased level of construction of 
facilities to meet the developed water quality objectives. Alternative 2 
could result in less levee construction due to floodplain expansion than the 
Delta Plan, but more construction activities in the Delta to relocate 
structures from the floodplain. Please refer to Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-10  
Social and economic impacts are not effects on the environment under 
CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) 
and 15131). 

The proposed BDCP is a reasonably foreseeable future project that is not 
part of the Delta Plan. It is being evaluated by the Department of Water 
Resources as the CEQA lead agency. The cumulative impacts of the 
proposed Delta Plan, in combination with the impact of the proposed 
BDCP, are described in EIR Sections 22 and 23. Please refer to Master 
Response 1. 

Response to comment OR97-11  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR97-12  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The Revised Project and 
the alternatives assume that ongoing water quality improvement programs 
will be completed within the schedules currently approved by the SWRCB 
and RWQCBs. Water quality impacts are analyzed in Section 3 (Water 
Resources) of the EIR. 

Response to comment OR97-13  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9 and Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR97-14  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9. As discussed in Master 
Response 3 and Section 25 of the Recirculated Draft PEIR, the Revised 
Project (the Final Draft Delta Plan) is environmentally superior to 
Alternative 2 because Alternative 2 would cause more uncertainty 
regarding water supply and more conversion of agricultural land to non-
agricultural uses than the Revised Project. Economic impacts are not 
effects on the environment under CEQA and are not analyzed in the EIR 
(CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131); accordingly, costs are not 
considered in identifying the environmentally superior alternative. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-15  
The impact analysis in the EIR compares the proposed Delta Plan and the 
alternatives to the existing conditions. Please see response to comment 
OR97-8. The existing conditions include implementation of the Monterey 
Agreement, including the transfer of the Kern Water Bank to local water 
agencies, and other ongoing water resources programs (DPEIR p. 3-54).  

Response to comment OR97-16  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-15. 

Response to comment OR97-17  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-15. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-18  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Policy WR P1 in the Delta Plan implements the State policy to reduce 
reliance on the Delta and improve regional self reliance through locally 
cost effective and technologically feasible programs and projects to 
increase water use efficiency and conservation and diversify local water 
supply portfolios. Recommendations WR R1, WR R2, WR R3, WR R4, 
WR R5, WR R6, WR R7, and WR R8 promote implementation of water 
efficiency and water supply reliability programs. 

Response to comment OR97-19  
Economic impacts are not effects on the environment under CEQA, and 
are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131). 
CEQA does not require a cost-benefit analysis.  

Response to comment OR97-20  
Please refer to Master Response 1. The proposed BDCP is a reasonably 
foreseeable future project that is not part of the Delta Plan. It is being 
evaluated by the Department of Water Resources as the CEQA lead 
agency. The cumulative impacts of the proposed Delta Plan, in 
combination with the impact of the proposed BDCP, are described in EIR 
Sections 22 and 23.  

Response to comment OR97-21  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. Please refer to Master 
Response 2. As described in Section 2B of the Draft Program EIR, the 
Delta Stewardship Council does not propose or contemplate directly 
authorizing any physical activities. Rather, through the Delta Plan, the 
Delta Stewardship Council seeks to influence the actions, activities, and/or 
projects of other agencies, the details of which would be under the 
jurisdiction and authority of the agencies that will propose them in the 
future and conduct future environmental review. Due to this uncertainty 
and the programmatic nature of the EIR, it is not appropriate to speculate 
regarding details such as phasing of future projects. 



Response to comment OR97-22  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-23  
Please refer to Master Response 1 regarding the project description. The 
Revised Project is the 2012 Final Draft Delta Plan, which is analyzed in 
RDPEIR. See, e.g., RDPEIR, p. ES-1. The revised project description is 
Section 2, Description of Revised Project, of the RDPEIR. The Final Draft 
Delta Plan includes policies, recommendations, performance measures, 
and issues for future evaluation and coordination (RDPEIR pp. 2-2 to 2-3). 
The Fifth Staff Draft Delta Plan, which was the “Proposed Project” 
analyzed in the DPEIR, is now referred to as the Proposed Project 
Alternative for purposes of clarity, and is analyzed in the RDPEIR as an 
alternative. See, e.g., RDPEIR Section 25.3. Please see Master Response 2 
regarding program-level environmental review, and Master Response 3 
regarding the range of alternatives. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 
15126.6(a) and (c), the alternatives analyzed in an EIR are required to be 
capable of meeting “most of the basic objectives of the project.”  

Response to comment OR97-24 
CEQA does not require a cost-benefit analysis. Social and economic 
impacts are not effects on the environment under CEQA, and are not 
analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(e) and 15131). Please 
see Master Response 2. 

The proposed BDCP is a reasonably foreseeable future project that is not 
part of the Delta Plan. It is being evaluated by the Department of Water 
Resources as the CEQA lead agency. The cumulative impacts of the 
proposed Delta Plan, in combination with the impact of the proposed 
BDCP, are described in EIR Sections 22 and 23. Please refer to Master 
Response 1. Growth inducing impacts are analyzed in Section 24 (Other 
CEQA Considerations) of the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-25  
The description of alternatives explains the differences between the 
Project and the alternatives, at the same level of detail, thereby minimizing 
redundancy. 

Please refer to response to comment OR97-9, regarding Alternative 2, and 
Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR97-26  
The effects of climate change within the study period (through Year 2030) 
are described in Section 21 (Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions) of the EIR. Please refer to response to comment OR97-10, and 
to Master Response 1 regarding BDCP. 

Response to comment OR97-27  
The Delta Plan includes development of local surface water and 
groundwater storage in areas located outside the Delta that use Delta 
water, as described in Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR and Section 2 
of the Recirculated Draft Program EIR. 

Response to comment OR97-28  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR97-29  
Please refer to Master Response 2. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-30  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Policies WR P1 and WR P2 in the Delta Plan address water transfers. 

Response to comment OR97-31  
Please refer to Master Response 2. To the extent known, projects that may 
be encouraged by the Delta Plan are named in the EIR. In addition, types 
of projects that may be encouraged by the Delta Plan are identified. The 
potential environmental effects of these projects, which would be indirect 
effects of the Delta Plan, are disclosed in the EIR. 

Response to comment OR97-32  
Please refer to Master Response 2. The descriptions cited by the 
commenters are pertinent to the evaluation in Sections 3 through 21 of the 
EIR of the significant environmental effects of the activities described 
(i.e., reliable water supply projects). 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-33  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. The EIR describes 
potential impacts of water storage actions in Sections 3 through 21 of the 
EIR. 

Response to comment OR97-34  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR97-35  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-27. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-36  
The significant environmental effects of local and regional water supply 
projects, including ocean desalination projects are discussed in Sections 3 
through 21 of the EIR. Please see response to comment OR98-6 and 
Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR97-37  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9 and Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR97-38  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9 and Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR97-39  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9, and Master Responses 1 
and 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-40  
 In response to this comment, please see text change(s) in Section 5 in this 
FEIR. 

Response to comment OR97-41  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9. 

Response to comment OR97-42  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9. 

Response to comment OR97-43  
Comment noted. Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9. 

  



 

 

No comments 

- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 

- n/a - 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-44  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-9. Regarding the EIR’s 
analysis of Alternative 2 and the determination of the environmentally 
superior alternative, please see Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR97-45  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-8 regarding the environmental 
setting (baseline). 

As described on page 2A-67 and Section 2.3.2 of the Draft Program EIR 
and as required by CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(e), the No Project 
Alternative, consists of the environment if no Delta Plan is adopted and 
assumes that existing relevant plans and policies would continue. The No 
Project Alternative also includes physical activities and projects that are 
permitted and funded at this time. The analysis of the No Project 
Alternative in Sections 3 through 21 of the DEIR and RDEIR assumes all 
of these conditions. The No Project Alternative does not include future 
projects that would require future studies, environmental documentation, 
or permitting, including projects encouraged by the proposed Delta Plan or 
one of the alternatives. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-46  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-9. Section 3 of the Draft 
Program EIR discusses water quality issues that have been identified by 
the SWRCB and Central Valley and San Francisco Bay RWQCBs and that 
are being addressed in ongoing programs, including water quality 
objectives to be addressed with ongoing Total Maximum Daily Load 
programs.  

The Delta Plan and the alternatives assume that ongoing water quality 
improvement programs will be completed within the schedules currently 
approved by the SWRCB and RWQCBs. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-47  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-9 and Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-48  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-9. 

The comment on societal value and pricing of water is a comment on the 
project, not on the EIR. 

Response to comment OR97-49  
As described in Section 3 of the EIR, Alternative 2 would result in 
significant adverse impacts primarily due to the construction and operation 
of local and regional water supplies to replace reductions in Delta water 
supplies in areas outside of the Delta, as well as the construction and 
operation of water quality improvement facilities. Mitigation measures 
were, therefore, identified in the EIR. Please see response to comment 
OR97-9 and Master Response 3. 

Response to comment OR97-50  
The Trinity River watershed is included in the study area because it 
provides water to the Delta through the CVP operations. The Delta Plan 
does not directly affect actions that occur in the Trinity River watershed, 
and no significant environmental effects would occur in the Trinity 
watershed due to implementation of the Delta Plan. Please refer to Master 
Response 5. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-51  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-9. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-52  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-49. Alternative 2 would 
involve more local and regional water supply reliability projects than the 
proposed Delta Plan. RDEIR, p. 25-4. 

Response to comment OR97-53  
The proposed BDCP is a reasonably foreseeable future project that is not 
part of the Delta Plan. It is being evaluated by the Department of Water 
Resources as the CEQA lead agency. The cumulative impacts of the 
proposed Delta Plan, in combination with the impact of the proposed 
BDCP, are described in EIR Sections 22 and 23. Please refer to Master 
Response 1. 

The Delta Plan encourages the SWRCB to complete the updated Bay-
Delta Water Quality Control Plan flow objectives. However, only the 
SWRCB has authority to set those objectives. The Delta Plan and the EIR 
therefore cannot project what those objectives will be. The Delta Plan and 
the sources it cites (including especially the SWRCB’s 2010 Flow Criteria 
Report) explains that the flow objectives that best advance the coequal 
goals will be those that bring about more natural functional flows within 
and out of the Delta. See Delta Plan, pp. 136 to 142, 155, and sources cited 
therein. The EIR thus assumes, consistent with CEQA, that the SWRCB 
will adopt updated objectives that will advance such a flow regime. The 
general assumption of a more natural flow regime is sufficient for the 
EIR’s programmatic approach. The impacts of the flow objectives are 
analyzed in greater, quantitative detail, in the SWRCB’s Public Draft 
Substitute Environmental Document in Support of Potential Changes to 
the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay-
Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta Estuary: San Joaquin River Flows and 
Southern Delta Water Quality (December 2012). See Master Response 5 
for further discussion. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-54  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR97-55  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR97-56  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-14. 

Response to comment OR97-57  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-4.  

Response to comment OR97-58  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-59  
As indicated in subsection 5.3.5 of the Draft Program EIR, this 
information is based on the Department of Water Resources Delta Risk 
Management Strategy, Risk Analysis Report. 

Response to comment OR97-60  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR97-61  
Comment noted. 

Response to comment OR97-62  
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-63  
The impact analysis in Section 5 (Delta Flood Risk) of the EIR evaluates 
construction impacts that would occur in the vicinity of the facilities that 
would be constructed, and operational impacts at the facilities locations 
and other areas within the study area such as impacts on drainage patterns 
due to project operations (RDEIR pp. 5-3 to 5-4).  

Response to comment OR97-64  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-6 and Master Response 2. 

Response to comment OR97-65  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-9 and Master Response 3. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-66  
Section 6 (Land Use and Planning) of the EIR evaluates land use impacts 
throughout the entire study area. 

Response to comment OR97-67  
Potential conflicts with NCCPs and HCPs are discussed in Section 4 
(Biological Resources) of the EIR. The pertinent impact discussions are 
Impacts 4-5a, 4-5b, 4-5c, 4-5d, and 4-5e.  

Reclamation districts are discussed in the Delta Plan, as well as in Delta 
Plan recommendation RR R2 

Response to comment OR97-68  
Impact analysis in Section 11, Geology and Soils, of the EIR analyzes 
potential increased risk associated with risks during seismic events and/or 
unstable soils (including landslides, erosion, or expansive soils) due to 
implementation of the Delta Plan and the alternatives. 

Response to comment OR97-69  
As required by CEQA, this EIR analyzes changes to the physical 
environmental that may be caused by the proposed Delta Plan and the 
alternatives. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-70 
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9. 

Response to comment OR97-71 
This is a comment on the project, not on the EIR. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-72  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-6. Section 21 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emissions) of the EIR analyzes impacts due to 
greenhouse gas emissions from the Delta Plan, including projects 
construction and operation of projects encouraged by the Delta Plan, as 
well as the alternatives. Cumulative greenhouse gas emissions impacts are 
analyzed in Section 22 (Cumulative Impacts) of the EIR, Section 22.2.19. 

Response to comment OR97-73  
Please refer to response to comment OR97-72. The decision whether to 
use this EIR for tiering purposes will be made by future lead agencies at 
the time that projects are proposed and environmental review begins. 

Response to comment OR97-74  
Induced growth is acknowledged as a potential outcome of the Delta Plan, 
and the environmental effects of induced growth are described in Section 
24.1.4 of the EIR. This section includes greenhouse gas emissions among 
the list of potential impacts from induced growth. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-75 
As described in Section 2A of the Draft Program EIR, the Proposed 
Project and Alternatives 1A, 1B, 2, and 3 encourage users of Delta water 
to reduce reliance on the Delta, in accordance with the Delta Reform Act, 
through implementation of water use efficiency program and local and 
regional water supplies, including future desalination facilities and 
recycled water and stormwater projects, as described in Subsection 2.2.1.4 
and 2.2.1.5, respectively, of the Draft Program EIR. The potential effects 
on GHG emissions of these actions are evaluated in Section 21 of the EIR. 
Results of analysis in Section 7 (Agricultural and Forestry Resources) of 
the EIR conclude that alternative water supplies are not available for many 
agricultural areas and that lands may be periodically fallowed or retired. 
Establishment of replacement agricultural crops outside of existing 
cultivated areas is too speculative to be considered in the cumulative 
impact analysis. 

Response to comment OR97-76 
As described in the Draft Program EIR, Alternative 2 would result in 
significant adverse impacts primarily due to the construction, but not 
operation, of Delta ecosystem restoration projects (DPEIR Sections 
21.5.3.2, 21.5.7.1.3, and 21.5.8.13). Please refer to the response to 
comments OR97-9. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-77  
Please refer to Master Response 2. CEQA does not require a cost-benefit 
analysis. Social and economic impacts are not effects on the environment 
under CEQA, and are not analyzed in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines 
§§ 15064(e) and 15131). Please refer to response to comment OR97-7 and 
Master Response regarding public trust considerations and BDCP. 

Response to comment OR97-78  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9 and Master Response 1. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-79  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR97-80  
Please refer to the response to comment OR97-9 and Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR97-81  
Please refer to Master Response 1. 

Response to comment OR97-82  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

Response to comment OR97-83  
Comment noted. 

  



 

 

No comments 

- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 

- n/a - 

  



 

 

No comments 

- n/a - 
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